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A. Redevelopment and Conservation- History and Lessons 
1.  early History 
Following World War If  De t ro i t ,  as many other  c i t ies ,  had t o  face a 
number of problems stemming from the  prewar depression and the  wartime con- 
ditions, A severe housing shortage and a serious overcrowding of r e s i d e n t i a l  
facilities were created by t he  prewar construction i n a c t i v i t y ,  the wartime 
in f lux  of workers i n  search of employment and t h e  increase in the  number of 
employment and the increase of b i r t h s .  
middle- and upper-class fami l ies  t o  the  suburbs began, while low-income fam- 
i l ies  moved i n  the older  sec t ions  near the c e n t r a l  business d i s t r i c t .  These 
f ac to r s  r e su l t ed  in the aggravation of economic and s o c i a l  problems facing 
the  city: urban b l igh t  and suburban f l i g h t ,  
A t  the same time, t h e  f l i g h t  of 
The Detroit  Plan, made public on 
November, 1946 by Mayor Jeffries, was designed t o  dea l  with these problems: 
the proposal was t o  acquire a hundred acres of land, to demolish the slums 
and improve the land fo r  resale t o  p r iva t e  developers for r e s i d e n t i a l  use. 
Since no federal l e g i s l a t i o n  was enacted t o  help  cit ies at t h a t  time, t h i s  
ambitious projec t  was t o  be undertaken by t h e  c i t y  on its own. 
apparently very heavy, was planned t o  be reduced by higher r e t u r n  in tax 
revenue, allowing a f i f t e e n  year amortization, 
20 years of discussions and proposals. 
The c o s t ,  
This plan was the result of 
,a) 20 Years of Discussions 
Concomitant with the growth of interest by private groups- such as 
Church, labor,  and i n d u s t r i a l  Leaders-official notice was r eg i s t e red  by 
public agencies on the  problem of slums and b l igh t .  
Commission s t a t e d  in i ts  annual report:  
In  1928 the  City Plan 
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It is not going beyond the truth to say that housing 
conditions in some sections of our own c i t y  are almost 
intolerable. . . We cannot continue t o  disregard the  
housing of our small income group. . . (p. 14) 
But despite the City Plan Commi8sion's proclamation of urgent necessity of 
redevelopment, no concrete action was taken because of administrative prac- 
t ices,  limited staff, and civic apathy. 
In 1933 the Detroit Housing Commission was created to be responsible 
for slum clearance and redevelopment. Many studies were undertaken, the 
first of which was made to fulfill a federal requirement concerning the first 
area of public housing, L e . ,  Brewster Project. 
By 1938 the Commission was prepared to submit a tentative ten-year slum 
clearance and redevelopment program for much of the area located in "the 
Grand Boulevards" previously studied3 It called for a partially subsidized 
program with private enterprise to  assume part of the responsibility. 
With the advent of World War I1 and its consequences, the program was 
abandoned; however, p u b l i c  and private interest in the problem contined and 
three proposals were advanced. The first involved the use of the limited 
dividend corporation formula; the second proved to be too expensive, hence 
unacceptable to private investors; the third proposal, recommended by Mr. 
Greenhut in 1944, contemplated the clearance and redevelopment of a site, 
But the reaction of local Detroit interests against thts New Yorker, the public 
character of the proposal, the problem of relocation, and the expression of 
much doubt about the feasibility prevented its actual implementation. There- 
fore, aside from these three proposals, about twenty years of mere study and 
*See Detroit Housing Commission, Fifth Annual Report, 1938, p.  75. 
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discussion and municipal inertia passed. R. LeClaira states  t h a t  some of the 
reasons f o r  t h i s  inactivity would be: 
11 . . .  the  youth of the c i t y  compared with such c i t ies  as Boston, 
Phi ladelphia;  t h e  lack o f  continuous a t t e n t i o n  by t h e  c i t y  t o  
the dangers of b l i g h t ;  the absence of comprehensive, long-range 
programs for slum c learance ;  t h e  l ack  of means t o  f inance  t h e  
c i t y ' s  role i n  any ex tens ive  program." 
b) The Det ro i t  Plan 
P r io r  t o  1945 p r i v a t e  e n t e r p r i s e  had proclaimed t h a t  i f  municipal co- 
opera t ion  was assured:,  i t  could redevelop slum areas without t h e  excessive 
subs id i e s  cha rac t e r i z ing  t h e  publ ic  housing. The City of Det ro i t  took up 
the private  e n t e r p r i s e  on this proclamation, An area of 82 acres, later en- 
larged t o  129 acres, was se l ec t ed .  This  s i t e  has been considered i n  past 
numerous occasions such as t he  1939 ten-year program, the  1941 l imi t ed  dividend 
formula proposal,  and f i n a l l y  t h e  1944 Greenhut proposal. Restudied i n  1946, 
t h e  evident u t t e r l y  d e t e r i o r a t e d  condi t ion  of t he  area was not  t h e  f a c t o r  uFon 
which s e l e c t i o n  was done s i n c e  much of D e t r o i t ' s  2,500 acres c;f slums were i n  
t h e  saute condition,** The site was i d e a l l y  s i t u a t e d :  it was c l o s e  t o  t h e  CBD; 
two f e d e r a l l y  a s s i s t e d  p r o j e c t s  were going to  be b u i l t  around i t ;  merry publ ic  
o r  semi-public i n s t i t u t i o n s  were i n  o r  near  i t ;  i t  vas bordered on t h r e e  
s i d e s  by major t r a f f i c :  thoroughfares; adequate services were e i t h e r  alrez3y 
or soon t o  be ava i l ab le .  
*Master's Thesis - "The G r a t f o t  Redevelopment Project"  in Nowitz, Profile - of Metropolis. 
**In fact, i n  1935 a s tudy of  Corktown (an area bounded by Michigan Avenue, 
Fourth,  Fourteenth and F o r t  S t r e e t s )  as a l oca t ion  of 8 publ ic  housing 
p ro jec t  was begun. 
o f f i c i a l s  and from the neighborhood a rose  t h a t  i n  1939, Corktown, along 
with the G r a t i o t  s i te ,  was dropped from publ ic  housing 's  cons idera t ion .  
But vigorous oppos i t ion  from two local government 
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555 units of row houses with five rooms each and 664 of six and eight 
story apartment buildings were proposed. Each unit of rowhouse was expected 
t o  sell for $4,900, It was believed that the units would not be rented for 
less than $50 per month since $30 was necesdlirS, to provide the 35 year: amorti- 
zation interest, tax, and ownerds ptofit and $20 for upkeep, repairs and 
maintenance. A unique aspect of t h e  proposal was a rental purchase plan 
(the tenant would assume responsibility for upkeep, repair and maintenance 
and thereby pay $35, the $30 f o r  amortization and interest and $5 t o  establish 
his equity). 
After one hundred months (or $500 o f  equity) the tenant was allowed to 
"take deed t o  the property subject t o  the unpaid balance of the mortgage 
Load1.* With this plan, the c i ty  had t o  absorb $2,890,000 abatement of 
acquisition and improvement costs. The plan was based on an increase in 
revenue expected after redevelopment. 
in 1945, a new plan called for a value of $6,820,000 after redevelopment, 
L e , ,  of $134,200 annual additional revenues, th i s  allowed the city to 
amortize the net investment in 15 years. As proposed t o  the Common Council, 
From a supposed assessment of $2,285,585 
the program was divided into f ive stages: 
1. immediate beginning of condemnation proceedings; 
2.  acquisition held by the City until adequate vacancy allowing the 
displacement of persons now in the area; 
3. after vacation, demolition, definition of land needed f o r  public 
purpose, and sale of remaining land at a fair-use value comparable 
with the existing market prices; 
*Mr. Robinson, "The Detroit Rental Ownership Plan", Bildor, V., (1945), p .  6 .  
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4. minimum of r e s t r i c t i o n s  on private  e n t e r p r i s e ,  except broad 
s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  f o r  cons t ruc t ion  and s e t t i n g  a maximum of dens i ty ;  
5 .  a l l o c a t i o n  of s u f f i c i e n t  funds by the counci l  f o r  acquisition. 'k 
The Common Council passed t h e  program without amendment. While t h e  ex t r a -  
ord inary  b e n e f i t s  of redevelopment through p r i v a t e  e n t e r p r i s e  were emphasized, 
l i t t l e  was sa id  about the  expenses t o  be borne by the  c i t y  nor about the  
problems which would inevitably arise. 
The f i g u r e s  presented by Mr. Robinson i n  "The D e t r o i t  Rental Ownership 
21an" were very o p t i m i s t i c  and the  r e a l  c o s t s  seem t o  have been around $6,100 
for the  u n i t  r a t h e r  than $4,900 and a t  least the rentapurchase cost  would have 
been around $45 per month rather than $35. 
figure for t he  city would have been $5,000,000 for a c q u i s i t i o n  r a t h e r  than 
the $2,890,000, 
Furthermore, a more r e a l i s t i c  
By 1949 the  program was not  much beyond t h e  1946 pos i t i on ;  8 quest ion 
on the  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l i t y  of the c i t y ' s  r i g h t  t o  condemn land for resale to 
p r i v a t e  developers delayed f i n a l  condemnation proceedings u n t i l  June, 1950, 
In the meantime,, t h e  U.S. Housing Act of 1949 made possible f e d e r a l  
assistance. G r a t i o t  was designated as " T i t l e  I" redevelopment pro jec t  and 
2/3 of t h e  net c o s t  was going t o  be borne by t he  federal government. 
c) Political Change - A New Mayor 
Moreover, between the  new l e g i s l a t i o n  of  1949 and t h e  Detroit  applica- 
In  1949 t i o n  in 19S0, a major p o l i t i c a l  change had taken place in Det ro i t .  
George Edwards, a supporter  of l i b e r a l  causes including publ ic  housing, lost 
to  Alber t  Cobo, an outspoken opponent of public housing and Supporter of 
*Detroi t  Publ ic  Housing, The Detroit Plan (19471, pp. 8-9,  
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industrial development. 
changes towards a more conservative orientation, significant changes took 
place in the commissions responsible for planning and redevelopment, and 
new policies emerged. Public housing emphases shifted from slum clearance, 
leading t o  private development. 
FJith the consequent removals, resignations and 
The new Housing Comission and its new 
director soon recommended that the Comon Council delete eight vacant sites* 
from consideration for: public housing; two otherswereconsidered fo r  further 
investigation, and only two slum sites were left. In fact only one, site 
No. 2 -- "UR Hich 1-12" went through and received PHA (Public Housing Admin- 
istration) approval; however, it suffered continuous delays and was finally 
abandoned in 1964. These deletions and elininations of either vacant sites 
of the "outer city" or slum sites of the "inner city" ultimately meant that 
"low income families would continue to be concentrated in the city's core 
area," and "that pub1i.c housing would not be used as a vehicle for slum 
c 1 ear anc e . "*;p 
d) Ifaster Plan and Renewal 
Detroit's urban renewal history began in the 1940's with a comprehensive 
survey of housing conditions made in conjunction with the Master Plan Studies. 
A city-wide redevelopment plan was adopted in 1947. 
information and a field survey, the Redevelopment Plan was refined, updated 
U t i l i z i n g  1950 census 
and broadened to include not only redevelopment but also conservation varying 
from ninor to major improvements. This vas the result of the decision of 
JcThe Housing Commission had recommended twelve public housing sites, eight 
of which were on vacant land. 
permanent public housing project had been built: since the Late 1930's. 
A t  that time, the pressure was great and na 
**Uowitz, Profile - -  of a Iletropolis. 
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Mayor Cobo i n  1953 t o  appoin t  a Hayor's Committee for neighborhood conserva- 
t ion and improved housing . 
With t h e  passage! of the  Housing Act of 1954, t h e  progran became a 
r e a l i t y  and a sys temat ic  approach was conducted t o  e s t a b l i s h  p r i o r i t i e s  re- 
l a t e d  t o  t h e  c i t y ' s  f i n a n c i a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and workab i l i t y  of t h e  areas in- 
volved. 
p r o j e c t s  for each year  of t h e  ten-year  per iod.  
was supposed t o  save a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  procedural  time and t o  g ive  s t a t u s  t o  
t h e  o v e r - a l l  program, d i d  not  receive f e d e r a l  approval. 
of the  first f i v e - p r o j e c t  package were accepted:  Mack-Concord and Eight  Plile- 
IJyoming, The Mack-Concord neighborhood was chosen as D e t r o i t ' s  f i r s t  con- 
servation p r o j e c t  i n  Spr ing ,  1955, and Eight  Nile-14yoming became t h e  second 
conserva t ion  p r o j e c t  i n  1955. 
A ten-year progran was developed wi th  a scheduled completion of f i v e  
The "package" technique which 
Only two p r o j e c t s  
e) Vacant Land 
By 1949 the c i t y  was s h o r t  of vacant  land; less than 5,300 acres were 
s t i l l  a v a i l a b l e  for f u t u r e  r e s i d e n t i a l  u s e ,  when over 6,300 had a l r eady  been 
used between 1943 and 1949. But  now an  insignificant amount of cons t ruc t ion  
was dona i n  t h e  "Grand Boulevards'' area: no new cons t ruc t ion  took p lace  s i n c e  
1935, 
between 1927 and 1933 i n  some blocks.  
Furthermore,  t h e  assessed va lues  dropped as much as seventy percent  
2. His tory  of t h e  F i f t i e s  
a) Redevelopment 
It has been previous ly  mentioned t h a t  D e t r o i t ' s  f i rs t  ven tu re  i n t o  
urban redevelopment tias focused on a 129-acre s i t e  on t h e  near  east s i d e ,  
named t h e  G r a t i o t  p r o j e c t .  
i) G r s t i o t  P ro jec t :  Slow S t a r t  of Urban Renewal 
The p r o j e c t  was to  be c a r r i e d  ou t  e n t i r e l y  with local funds,  and t h e  
c i t y  had a l r eady  begun t o  acqu i r e  land when i n  1949 t h e  Nat ional  Housing Act 
was enacted,  making funds a v a i l a b l e  f o r  l o c a l  redevelopment p r o j e c t s .  
Taking advantage of t h i s  assistance, t h e  Common Council of t h e  Ci ty  of 
D e t r o i t  on March 6 ,  I950 des igna ted  the  G r a t i o t  p ro jec t  as a n  o f f i c i a l  re- 
development p r o j e c t  under Title 1 of t h e  Housing Act. 
In  t h e  early s t a g e s  t h e  c i t y  had d i f f i c u l t y  i n  ob ta in ing  i n v e s t o r s  t o  
develop the p r o j e c t  area. The f i r s t  p o t e n t i a l  developer ,  t h e  Housing Corpora- 
t i o n  of America, f a i l e d  t o  o b t a i n  adequate f inanc ing  for a p r o j e c t  of  t h i s  
scope. 
were completed, t h e  mayor appointed an advisory  committee of c i t i z e n s .  
committee later became a non-p ro f i t  co rpora t ion  called the  C i t i zens '  Redevelop- 
To exped i t e  t h e  p r o j e c t ,  s i n c e  90% of t h e  demol i t ion  and r e l o c a t i o n  
This  
ment Corporat ion and r a i s e d  funds f o r  purchase of t h e  land.  E f f o r t s  t o  f i n d  
a local  developer  f a i l e d ,  and the  co rpora t ion  a t t r a c t e d  Chicago developers  
Greenwald and Katzin who h i r e d  Mies van de r  Rohe as a r c h i t e c t  fo r  t h e  p r o j e c t  
i n  August, 1955. In  May, 1956 the  C i ty  Plan Commission approved t h e  s i t e  
plan. 
and as of  Hay, 1959 it was t h e  f i r s t  town house unit t o  be opened. 
The f i r s t  h i g h - r i s e  bu i ld ing  was opened f o r  occupancy by October,  1958, 
Before i t s  redevelopment, the 78 n e t  a c r e s  of land were occupied by a 
mixture  of commercial, i n d u s t r i a l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  s t ructures ,  most of which 
were i n  poor condi t ion .  In  1950 the  median family income among t h e  7,897 
r e s i d e n t s ,  predominantly Negro, (about 2,0002k f ami l i e s )  was $1,800 a year  
*The urban renewal d i r e c t o r y  of June, 1960 recorded as c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 
the area: 1,058 substandard dwell ing u n i t s  and 490 s tandard .  ones;  98 whi te  
f a m i l i e s  and 1,860 non-white f ami l i e s .  
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compared with $3,500 for the city, Le., a population in the lowest economic 
class. The median monthly rent i n  Gratiot was $28. A l s o ,  45 percent of the 
residents worked as laborers or performed household services, and 15 percent 
of the area's residents were unemployed. 
t o  redevelopment was $2,844,000, i.e., $36,456 per acre (on 78 taxable acres). 
The redevelopment plan adopted in October 1951 was considered a mixed 
The area's assessed valuation prior 
plan, from both an income and racial standpoint. 
middle-income families, provision for sufficient low income units was made 
t o  accommodate former residents who desired t o  return, 
residential, of which 40.4 acres were with low density and 10.9 acres with 
high density. 
income families: 
ments. Density was considered less relevant as the income level of the pro-  
spective residents went up. 
Designed primarily for 
51.3 acres were planned 
The Greenwald-Katzin plan was designed for middle- and upper- 
27 acres of low use units and 22 acres for high rise apart- 
After redevelopment, the Gratiot redevelopment project had 52 residential 
acres with 1,717 dwelling units and a density of 33.5 dwelling units p e r  acre. 
There are abut 1,300 units in high-rise buildings, The price range is high: 
in 1960 the median monthly rent was $151 -- $85 to $120 for efficiency apart- 
ments and $190 to $210 for two-bedroom apartmentsin the first built twenty-two 
story apartment building by 1959. 
was $8,000 in 1960 and the unemployment was 0 percent, 
valuation is expected to rise to $20,000,000, i.e., $380,000 p e r  acre (on 
54 taxable acres). Gains are seldom achieved without costs .  The hidden 
cost, involving the former residents, is difficult to evaluate. 
The median income of the new residents 
The estimated assessed 
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ii) Conclusion from Gratiot Experience 
Some conslusionst have t o  be drawn from the first venture: The original 
"Detroit Plan" was designed to cope with the problem of housing low-income 
families; but it appea-red economically impossible to obtain private development 
for low income fami1i.es. 
Already in 1950 Detroit had problems with the federal housing officials 
about relocation. 
been developed and little relationships had been seen between an optimistic 
The displacement had begun before relocation plans had 
plan and the actual practice. The majority moved to other slum areas. 
The Gratiot pattern had been t o  replace slum dwellings with middle and 
upper income housing developments where public housing units remained constant, 
The Housing Commission had originally (under Playor van Antwerp) placed a 
very different emphasis in its housing program, as revealed by the 1949 annual 
report's review. 
The policy followed by Pfayors Cob0 and Miriani did not follow the or ig -  
inal plan and emphasized private redevelopment and the attracting and/or 
keeping of the middle and upper income families in Detroit. 
iii) Corktown 
As Gratiot, Corktown was originally considered in the late thirties fo r  
elimination of its slum conditions and as a site for construction of public 
housing. Corktown had resisted the first assault, but there was little 
doubt among public officials that it had t o  be redeveloped. The issue was 
whether it would be f o r  residential o r  industrial use, between 1940, when the 
zoning ordinance was adopted and 1948 when the master plan was approved. 
After a long fight, the Housing Commission did recommend Corktown as one of 
Thc most significant event of 194) was the passage of 
the new Nationnl Housing Act providing generous Fcdcral 
assistance for slum clearance and low rent public Iiousing. 
The signing of the new law b y  Prcsidc-At Trum:m on 
July 15, 1949, marked the successful culminnriun of a four 
year campaign by civic, religious, and vcttriln arganiz,itions, 
hibor unions and other public interest groups. 
The new law, which makes possible rhe construction of 
810,000 family dwclling uriirs of iiew public housing and 
provides $500,000,000 in dircct gr:inrs to cities for slum 
clearance, has lecn described as the most important piecc 
of legislation within the past dccadc affecting the future 
of the 13rge cities of America. 
First, it will provide stibstantial iclief for the low incuine 
families who arc the most tragic victims of the ctirreni 
housing shortage. It also will make possible the clearing 
of the most serious blighted areas a.nd the rehousing of 
the families displaced. 
The durn clearance authorized must be gmred iritcl a 
general city plan and the c1carec.t ;1re~s are to be U S E ~  for 
their n m t  productive use -- private enterprise housing, 
public housing, pxks, playgruuncls, parking lots, or other 
public purposes. 
Mayor Van Antwerp was one of the most enthusinstic 
supporters of rhc new Fcrlcrai progrLim and played a prom- 
iiienc role in the bntrlt: to secwe its enaciincnr. 
At his direction the Dcrroir €Irjusing Commission srnrcrd 
as long ago Novernber, 1948 to scdcct $1-litable sitt‘:, for 
ubfic housing developnwnts. TweIvt. sites hich 
WOUI c f  accomrnodnce 14,350 family units were presented 
to the Common Council and givcri tentative approval. Feb- 
ruary 15, 1949. 
One of the first stcps taken by the Public FIousing Ad- 
ministration in \Vashin,r:ton, afrcr rhc i.nmincnr of thc new 
law, w x  to rn:ike a teotxivc. alloc,ition of ncw puhIic 
housing atitllorizacion to thc vnrioa largc cities thnt h d  
expressed an inwrest in the pmgtm. 
Accordingly, on Augusr 15, the Public: Housing Ad- 
ministr;rtion grmtcd Detroit a so-c.iXltd “program rcscrva- 
tion” of 10,000 t?wcIling units. This ccprcxnccJ tlic nuin-  
bcr of new public l m i s i n ~  dwellin!; uni t s  nehich the Fe.cfi.r,il 
authorities choughr Detroit cuul‘t redsonably esptcr co 
start within the following TWO years. 
The otdy serious bordcncck which dcvefqxd to prcvenc 
Dctroic from taking dvn;it,ige of t i le  new Federal housiilg 
program proved to hc the failure of the Dccroit: Conmon 
Council to 3pprovc sircs. 
The Common Counc il did npprovc ore v:icqr h d  site, 
a 3S-acrc puce1 I ocn td  31 Forti a d  Sotirtifi~ld, in fi~rie, 
1949. At the ncxt public he:lririg oil 3 sire a t  Con:tnc nnd 
Eight ILIiIc ro:td vigorous neig:! 15orhod o;.yojicion de- 
veloped and the Cotnill(>n CoIinzil c,&d -a hnlt on furtlier 
public housing site dc! i hmit ia i s .  
Therc was n o  ;ICtion t k c n  t y  rlir Comnlon Cour~i j  011 
pubrir housins sices chiring S< ptci?t!?C-r J I K ~  Ociolwr, 1943. 
and ic  appcirs thnt nonc n.ilf bc c,ike;i txfclre rhc m b t c ‘  
. .  
Source: Detroit Housing Commission, Annuat Report, 1949, p .  8. 
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the twelve sites for public hou8ing i n  the f a l l  of 1948. 
election in the fa l l  of 1949, as known, reversed the decision, and the s € t e  
was deleted in tlay 1950 from the public housing program, 
firmly established as an industrial site. In June 1952, Corktown was approved 
by the Plan Commission as a slum clearance project.* At t h i s  time local 
officials were optimistic about the assistance provided by the Mousing Act of 
1949. 
on Corktown. In fact, the preliminary approval from HHFA came with delay, as 
a result of the difficulties the Housing Coamission was then having on the 
Gratiot site with the relocation of the nearly 100 percent Negro population, 
The approval of the preliminary plan came in January 1956. Corktown, noti 
called West S i d e  Industrial, included originally 75 acres, of which 37 were 
residential. About 3,300 persons*’% were living there in 1950 with a median 
income of $2,700 a year. 
as contrasted to $9,000 for the c i t y .  
The municipal 
Corktown was now 
It was felt that the experience gained (from Gratiot) would speed action 
The median value of owner-occupied homes was $6,000 
The redevelopment site prepared at a cost of $5.6 million, two thirds 
being federally funded, was supposed to bring, with new construction, an in- 
crease in assessed valuation from $2.5 million to $16 million. Because of 
high lend price and reluctance of firms to locate on urban renewal land, the 
project lagged until permission of industry-related uses was granted. 
Worktown Industrial Redevelopment had priority no. 2 after Lafayette pro- 
jects UR Mich 1-2. 
W h e  urban renewal directory of June 1960 counts 453 substandard dwelling 
units and 635 standards ones; 736 white families and 128 non-white families. 
Only 7 percent were homeowners and 29 percent were single persons as re- 
corded in the relocation survey, which counted 1,516 families and single 
persons. 
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5) Lesson Drawn from Corktown 
With t h i s  p ro jec t  some other conclusions have t o  be drawn. 
The long b a t t l e  about t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  oE t h e  a r e a  showed t h a t  the c i t y  
planners  were s e l e c t i n g  the  p ro jec t  sit6 i r i  o rder  t o  present  t he  b e s t  poss ib le  
case for qua l i fy ing  for f ede ra l  funds; t he  neighborhood groups were defending 
t h e  neighborhood as a whole. The planners '  approach seems t o  exp la in  why t h e  
redevelopment w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  spreading b l i g h t .  
Already with t h e  second p r o j e c t ,  De t ro i t  s t a r t e d  t o  f e e l  t h e  impact of 
the time-consuming d e t a i l e d  review exerc ised  by the  f e d e r a l  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  and 
i t s  s t rong  requirements.  
Lacking t echn ica l  c r i t e r i a  t o  make the  dec is ion  on land u s e  for Corktown, 
t h e  rnaater plan was an expression of preva i l ing  s o c i a l  and economic va lues .  
The balance between i n d u s t r i a l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  uses reveals t h e  power d i s t r i -  
bu t ion  i n  t h e  community a t  d i f f e r e n t  times. 
When t h e  demand f o r  more space for r e s i d e n t i a l  and non- re s iden t i a l  devel-  
opments i n  the  c i t y  had t o  be met from redeveloped areas, the  r e a c t i o n  of 
Corktown neighborhood seemed t o  chal lenge the  ideology and doc t r ine  a s soc ia t ed  
with urban renewal. 
able ends of redevelopment j u s t i f y  the  means f o r  achieving those ends. ''I 
That seems prec i se ly  what happened i n  the  sixties.  
"There is, however, a s t rong  temptat ion t o  l e t  the  desir- 
v) Extension of Res iden t i a l  G r a t i o t  Project 
During t h e  f i f t i e s ,  a second r e s i d e n t i a l  development s t a r t e d  d i r e c t l y  
south of t he  G r a t i o t  Pro jec t .  Known as Lafayet te  p r o j e c t ,  these  64 a c r e s  
'"The Urban Reneval of CorktowrP by Donald Warren i n  Profile of 2 Metropolis 
by Robert Mowitz, IJayrie S t a t e  Universi ty  Press. 
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followed a very sirnilax treatment as Gratiot, "bringing dramatic changes to 
the inner c i ty" . The 1300 uni t s ,  both leased and so ld ,  were priced to at- 
tract middle and upper income families. 
known as Lafayette Park, are the best examples of the attempt to increase 
the tax basis, by attracting back middle and upper middle class in Detroit, 
while trying to reverse the downward drift of the CBD. 
1 
The Gratiot and Lafayette projects, 
vi) Central Business District 
An important part of the urban renewal program was that of rebuilding 
the central business district, the first original aim of the national renewal 
policy. 
The Central Busin,ess District No. 1 encompassed 59 acres, known pre- 
viously as "Skid ROW'', characterized by flophouses, cheap bars, and transients. 
Approved for planning in 1956, it received HHFA approval for execution in 1959, 
The Central Business District No, 2, similar in character to "Skid ROW", 
The plan for the area called for develop- was populated by fewer transients. 
ment of utilities on these 34 acres containing about 400 dwelling units. 
Redefined 8s residential on 23 acres, the project never got the HHFA approval 
and was definitely deferred in 1958, 
At the same time, the Central Business District project No. 3 ,  close to  
the Gratiot Project, was planned t o  provide space for institutions on its 33 
acres, The plan was later revised to include commercial uses. 
v i i )  The Nedical Center Redevelopment 
A Detroit Medical Center Committee - 0  representing Harper, Grace, 
Hutzel, and Children's Hospitals - 0  took the initiative in developing proposals 
'"The New City", CRP, City of Detroit, 1966, p .  13. 
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for an expanded medica.1 cen te r .  
s t r e t c h i n g  a m i l e  from Mack t o  Kirby between Woodward and Chrysler  freeway. 
Once one of t h e  c i t y ' s  worst  slums, t h e  p r o j e c t  c a l l e d  f o r  t he  f i n e s t  com- 
p l ex  of f a c i l i t i e s  devoted t o  medical services; many s t r u c t u r e s  remained, 
mainly the  four  h o s p i t a l s .  The t o t a l  area was o r i g i n a l l y  considered by a 
genera l  neighborhood renewal p lan  i n  1958, and t o  a l low f o r  more p r a c t i c a l  
r e a l i z a t i o n  by sequen t i a l  s t e p s  i t  was d iv ided  i n t o  t h r e e ,  then fou r ,  
separate p r o j e c t s .  
The t o t a l  p r o j e c t  encompasses 235 acres 
Medical Center No!. 1, an area of 58 acres, was t h e  southern  part. 
The f e d e r a l  approval  for planning came i n  1959. 
v i i i )  10 Years of Redevelopment with Federal Funds 
By the  end of the  f i f t i e s ,  s i x  projects of s lum c l ea rance  (about 420 
acres) covering a l l  kinds of re-use were under way i n  D e t r o i t .  They were 
au tho r i zed  under T i t l e  I of t he  Housing Act of 1949 o r  amendments t o  the  
Housing Act of 1954. The es t imated  c i t y ' s  net cost  was $14,000,000. 
i x )  Milwaukee Junct ion ,  C i ty  P ro jec t  
Financed e n t i r e l y  by l o c a l  funds,  Milwaukee Junct ion  was undertaken i n  
the  la te  1950's t o  coun te rac t  t he  economic r e c e s s i o n  of 1957. 
was designed t o  make 1 7  acres a v a i l a b l e  for  l i g h t  i ndus t ry .  
at  the  end of 1958, t h e  p r o j e c t  s t a r t e d  slowly. 
The p r o j e c t  
F i r s t  acquired 
b) Neighborhood Conservation 
D e t r o i t ' s  experience with s lum clearance. The neighborhoods' r e a c t i o n s  
and ci ty-wide ana lyses  and f i e l d  surveys l ed  t o  the conclusion t h a t  complete 
redevelopment a lone ,  i . e . ,  bu l ldozer  clearance, could not  cope w i t h  t he  
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r ap id  spread of b l i g h t  and t he  d i f f e r e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  "middle" 
and "outer city". Selected in A p r i l  1955 by the City Plan Commission, as 
a r e s u l t  of an ex tens ive  comprehensive ci ty-wide a n a l y s i s ,  Mack Concord 
under the  new Housing Act of 1954 was accepted by Washington i n  December 
1955 and became "Mich R-1" first conserva t ion  p ro jec t .  
i) Hack Concord Conservation Pro jec t  
This 274 acre pro jec t  was se l ec t ed  because by structures and i t s  
populat ion,  i t  appeared very t y p i c a l  of many o lde r  s e c t i o n s  of t h e  c i t y .  
Born before t he  first war as a verdant  suburbia ,  t h e  fast growth of the 
twent ies  made it become urban r e s i d e n t i a l  s e t t l emen t ,  and t h e  populat ion 
became more heterogeneous. 
aged, and t h e  exodus t o  the suburbs s t a r t e d .  
With the 30's t he  neighborhood became middle- 
By 1940 Mack Concord saw many 
Negro families moving i n  from t h e  slum-inner c i t y ,  and wi th  t h e  change i n  
home ownership came also a s o c i a l  change which affected t h e  s t a b i l i t y  of the 
neighborhood. 
I n  1953, t he  area was not only middle aged but  i n  t h e  early s t a g e s  of 
physical  decay; marly conversions were occuring. With the  birth of t h e  
neighborhood conservat ion program, Mack Concord came as t h e  experiment area, 
t e s t i n g  labora tory  and prototype. 
The conservation plan d e a l t  with t h r e e  types of th ings :  organiza t ion  
of t h e  community; cons t ruc t ion  of new and improvement of e x i s t i n g  facilities; 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of structures s t imula ted  by FHA 220 mortgages and code enforce-  
men t . 
The t o t a l  g ros s  c o s t  was $4.3 mi l l i on  of which 48% went f o r  real estate 
purchase and 37% for public improvement and new school f a c i l i t i e s .  The l o c a l  
con t r ibu t ion  was $1.3 mi l l i on .  Although the  provision of new fac i l i t i es  o r  
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the  publ ic  improvements were b e n e f i c i a l  f o r  the  community, t h e  p ro jec t  was 
a p a r t i a l  f a i l u r e  in terms of r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of the r e s i d e n t i a l  structures. 
A f i e l d  survey i n  1960 revealed l i t t l e  e x t e r n a l  changes i n  some s t r u c t u r e  
and f u r t h e r  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  i n  others. 
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  seemed t o  be due t o  the  i n a b i l i t y  of  the low-income populat ion t o  
f inance  home improvements; the  r ap id  s h i f t  i n  populat ion and the  consequent 
low percentage of owners (but high percentage of buyers) and the  r a c i a l l y  
and economically changing neighborhood; the  a e s t h e t i c  and func t iona l  obsoles- 
cence which made an increase  of property va lue  due t o  some home improvement 
r a t h e r  un l ike ly .  
The l ack  of a c t i v i t y  i n  ex tens ive  
ii) Eight  Mile- Wyoming: Conservation Pro jec t  
The second conservat ion p ro jec t  provides an i n t e r e s t i n g  c o n t r a s t  with 
the  preceding one. B u i l t  i n  the  e a r l y  1920's as an i s o l a t e d  pocket i n  the 
north o u t s k i r t s  of the c i t y ,  t he  Eight  Mile- Wyoming area was pioneered by 
Negro f ami l i e s  from t h e  cen te r  o f  the  c i t y .  The depression and World War 11 
l e f t  a number of vacant  l o t s ,  and a f t e r  World War I1 some 200 high q u a l i t y  
homes were b u i l t ,  b r ing ing  a new black population segment. This  community 
was l a r g e l y  i s o l a t e d  from t h e  surrounding white  r e s i d e n t i a l  a r eas ,  which, 
developed la te r .  
c l ea red  with 131 r e s i d e n t i a l  structures and 147 dwelling u n i t s .  
O f  293 acres, 270 ac re s  were r e h a b i l i t a t e d  while  23 were 
The elements of t h e  plan were similar t o  those of Mack-Concord. 62% 
of the  $6.7 m i l l i o n  gross pro jec t  c o s t s  r ep resen t  real  estate purchases. 
The publ ic  improvements and new f a c i l i t i e s  r ep resen t  20%. 
t r i b u t i o n  was $1.9 mi l l i on .  
t he  conservat ion plan: t he  populat ion of t he  area was predominantly middle 
class Negroes which could be divided i n t o  two populat ion segments differentiater* 
The l o c a l  con- 
Many advantages explained t h e  b e t t e r  success  o f  
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by t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  and age. Despite t h i s  t h e r e  w a s  no r a d i c a l  s h i f t  of 
population. Ebreover, there were new good-quality homes a l r eady  b u i l t ,  
Concurrent t o  the c learance  p r o j e c t s ,  these  two conservat ion areas 
approved i n  1955 and 1958 were an a t t e m p t  t o  prevent exterzt of b l i g h t  i n  
567 acres of t h e  c i t y  at a n e t  c o s t  of $10.6 m i l l i o n  with a l o c a l  sha re  of 
$3.2 mil l ion .  
c) Conclusion: What the 1930's Showed 
This  f a s t  review of the  starts of urban renewal i n  D e t r o i t ,  p r imar i ly  
i n  the  f i f t i e s ,  set the  p a t t e r n s  of t he  urban renewal p o l i c i e s  i n  Detroit. 
Many lessons could have been drawn and were p a r t i a l l y  drawn from these  exper- 
iments. 
seem not  t o  have learned much from these  f i r s t  p ro j ec t s .  
Yet the  s i x t i e s  which show much redevelopment going on i n  De t ro i t  
A common weakness of the  c i t y  a u t h o r i t i e s  appears t o  be the  assumption 
t h a t  the new regu la t ions  and programs would so lve  a l l  previous problems; 
there is  a cons i s t en t  underest imat ion of the f a i l u r e s  caused by the manner i n  
which the  c i t y  implemented the  programs. 
experience about t he  c r i t e r i a  used o r  analyses  made t o  s e l e c t  t h e  urban 
renewal areas and about t h e  ways t o  conduct t he  redevelopment. 
Without more comments, some of t h e  problems of t h e  f i f t i e s  which remain 
Ser ious  doubts emerge from D e t r o i t ' s  
until today appear to be: 
1. No pro jec t  was fast-moving enough f o r  p r i v a t e  redevelopment. The 
f i r s t  p r o j e c t s ,  d e s p i t e  support  from t h e  bui ld ing  indus t ry  (as  G r a t i o t  was), 
displayed f a i l u r e  t o  f i n d  l o c a l  developers;  Corktown, the  f i r s t  i n d u s t r i a l  
p r o j e c t ,  suf fe red  the  r e luc t ance  of t he  i n d u s t r i a l i s t s  t o  move i n .  
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2.  No project 's management e a s i l y  solved t h e  r e l o c a t i o n  of i t s  in-  
h a b i t a n t s .  Gratiot: d i d  not  solve it a t  a l l .  Skid Row was t he  second 
fa i lure  bu t  no t  the! las t .  And slums moved out  from t h e  inne r  c i t y .  
3 .  Before new f e d e r a l  programs i n  t h e  s ix t i e s ,  no low-income housing 
appeared economically f e a s i b l e  t o  cons t ruc t .  
attempt. 
G r a t i o t  was t h e  f i r s t  and last 
4 .  The federad approvals  took too  long t o  ob ta in ,  and t h e  numerous 
The b u r e a u c r a t i c  pro- other approvals  a long t h e  way increased  t h e  de lays .  
cedures  have been complicated dur ing  t h e s e  years .  
seem in f a c t  ve ry  p o l i t i c a l .  
Some t e c h n i c a l  de l ays  
5 .  The common. counci l  con t r ibu ted  to  these  time de lays  and even re- 
fused some w i s e  advice.  
6. The neighborhoods s i n c e  t h e  o r i g i n s  d id  t r y  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  They 
opposed, sometimes because they were badly informed. The c i t y  showed a very  
l imi t ed  w i l l  t o  h e l p  them above t h e  f e d e r a l  requirements ,  and o f t e n  they 
appear t o  be t h e  main opponents. 
7. It appears  ve ry  d i f f i c u l t  t o  mot iva te  people t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  
s t r u c t u r e s  of t h e  o ld  areas of t h e  c i t y ,  mainly because of t h e  environmental  
cond i t ions  and t h e  low income of  i t s  i n h a b i t a n t s .  Conservat ion seems t o  be 
success fu l  with middle class s t a b l e  neighborhoods. 
3. The t e c h n i c a l  cr i ter ia  of s e l e c t i o n ,  d e l i m i t a t i o n ,  and f u t u r e  use 
The neighborhoods were n o t  con- of urban renewal areas were ques t ionable .  
s ide red  when i t  was time t o  draw boundaries and f o r e c a s t  f u t u r e  use.  The 
p o l i t i c a l  reasons  f o r  choice  seem more r e l e v a n t  than  any o t h e r  reasons .  
9 .  The c i t y ,  embarked i n  t h e  l a te  50's i n  t h i s  program, has  cons i s -  
t e n t l y  ignored t h e  nega t ive  impact and blamed t h e  f e d e r a l  government f o r  
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t h e  problems t h a t  had a r i s en .  
al leviate the condi t ions  of implementation of t h i s  program, such as de lays ,  
r e l o c a t i o n ,  loss or  c o s t  f o r  t h e  inhab i t an t s .  With s o c i a l  planners ,  the  
urban renewal po1ic:y became an end i n  i t s e l f ,  ignoring human aspects and 
people concerned. 
No i n i t i a t i v e  came from Ci ty  Hall t o  e i ther  
10. This  las t  comment could overshadow any of the  previous ones: 
urban renewal is a t o o l  of implementation of t h e  master plan conceived :in 
the  e a r l y  40's. This master plan r e f l e c t s  t h e  then preva len t  social and 
economic va lues ,  and has remained e s s e n t i a l l y  unchanged as of today so t h a t  
understandably t h e  populat ion now l i v i n g  i n  D e t r o i t  or going t o  l i v e  i n  
De t ro i t  have few or  none of these  values .  Why then does the inexorable  
process s t i l l  go i n  the  fash ion  we have seen? 
Part of the  explanat ion may be because t h e  power i s  s t i l l  i n  the  same 
hands, and because t h e  technic ians  inadve r t en t ly  mixed social values  and 
t echn ica l  advice.  # A t  one t i m e ,  community people were not  organized i n  any 
way to  allow f o r  expression of t h e i r  r e a c t i o n s  t o  urban planning p o l i c i e s .  
They a t t r i b u t e d  omnipotence to the  e x p e r t i s e  of t h e  urban planners  and 
technic ians .  This  Zed t o  an abuse of so-ca l led  "urban planning"; attempts t o  
create " c i t i z e n  pa r t i c ipa t ion"  only c rea ted  bigger  confusion. 
3 .  The 1960's Urban Renewal Boom i n  De t ro i t  
Despite having an i n i t i a l  head s ta r t  by pioneering i n  urban renewal. 
programs i n  1946-49, D e t r o i t ,  by 1960, had undertaken only e i g h t  p r o j e c t s  
( s i x  redevelopment innd two conservat ion projects). 
In the 60's Det ro i t  inaugurated 23 federal;? p r o j e c t s ,  19 of which re- 
ceived f ede ra l  approval for planning, but  only 14 received the  subsequent 
*which seek f ede ra l  a s s i s t a n c e  for c learance  or conservat ion.  
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federal approval for execution. 
in 1968 o r  still later did not receive approval for execution. 
federal assistance, the city on its own started five redevelopment projects 
in the inner city, approved in 1966 by the Common Council. 
The four conservation projects originated 
Without 
At the same period, the city initiated an unassisted conservation pro- 
gram. It consisted of nine field offices, opened by 1962 or later under Mayor 
Cavanagh and with very limited personnel and power. Its main thrust wits to 
organize the community, to direct and to coordinate as much as possible 
public services, and t o  answer public questions. 
covered about 6,540 acres. 
The first period, 1960-64, saw the boom of non-residential urban renewal 
This program at one time 
projects (three industrial, two commercial, and three institutional) with 
only three residential projects. The second period contrasts sharply with 
nine residential projects and three non-residential projects. One industrial 
project was approved, two were defined non-residential projects. Two of 
the residential projects were approved, five were waiting for loan and grant 
commitment, while three+: were before survey and planning application's 
approval 
About 85% of the total cumulative Detroit gross cost  expenditures for 
urban renewal computed as of June 30, 1970 were made in the 1960's. 
a) Residential Redevelopment 
i) Elmwood Park, a three-phase project, stretches east of the Gratiot- 
Lafayette project. To avoid architectural dissimilarity, piecemeal site 
JcOne seems to have been rejected and is no longer mentioned. 
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planning and incomgatibility of design, the 504 acres were planned simul- 
taneously and were going to be developed in three phases. East of Lafayette 
Park, the logic of clearance was to extend the successful downtown experience 
on a slum area, classified first priority in the redevelopment priority study 
of the City Plan Commission in 1953-54. 
Elmwood Park #l started in 1962 and was planned for about 1,200 
dwelling units on its 124 acres. 
Elmwood #2 started in 19G3 and will include when completed 900 dwelling 
units on 190 acres, with a lot of public facilities. 
Elmwood #3, approved for planning in 1965, received federal commitment 
in 1969 and construction was planned to start in 1972. 
Date No. old No. new 
start Acres units units 
Elmwood I 1962 124.1 1709 1191 residential 
of dwe 11 ing planned I4ajor 
reuse --
Elmood I1 1963 190.2 1947 893 public 
Elmwood 111 1971 188.9 2126 1947 residential 
Elmwood Park 1962.. . 503.2 5772 403 1 residential 
As said before, many of the projects of the 60's are residential 
oriented. Parallel to the Elmwood Park projects, some other projects were 
initiated during that decade. 
ii) Forest Park covers two projects, 81 and 82, and contains in addition 
Forest Park Place, a public housing project included in the area. These 150 
acres (officially approved for planning in 1965 and 1969 but still waiting 
for action) are a good example of the time spent between the first designa- 
tion of the area for complete renewal and successive reaffirmations along the 
decades and finally the federal approval for execution. Declared unsafe as 
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far back as 1934, the  area was r a t e d  f i r s t  p r i o r i t y  f o r  redevelopment i n  the  
1954 redevelopment survey. 
meantime t h e  community had f u r t h e r  d e t e r i o r a t e d ,  t he  populat ion had aged and 
t h e r e  was no real  set  d a t e  when t h e  urEan renewal b l i g h t  w i l l  end. 
t r u e  of many o t h e r s ,  but  t h i s  one i s  the  f i r s t  and bes t  example. 
Nany p ro jec t s  were e l ec t ed  before  i t .  In the  
This  is 
Jiii) 
r a t h e r  small s i z e s  (3.5 acres and 13.5 a c r e s ) .  
Sheridan Place and Myrtle Humboldt are two publ ic  housing s i tes  of 
These two p r o j e c t s  seem t o  be 
the  las t  two c learance  p r o j e c t s  approved by t h e  f e d e r a l  government. The 
o the r  and more important r e s i d e n t i a l  p r o j e c t s  are conservat ion p r o j e c t s  as 
developed i n  the  next paragraph. 
b)  I n s t i t u t i o n a l  Redevelopment 
i) Nedical Center Complex 
Already mentioned i n  t h e  f i f t i e s ,  t h e  Hedical Center complex sees its 
real development i n  t he  60 ' s  with the  s ta r t  of execut ion of  Nedical Center 
#l i n  1960, Pledical Center 112 i n  1963, and Nedical Center #3 i n  1968. 
Medical Center # 4 ,  four th  phase of the  p r o j e c t ,  has  been d i s jo ined  from 
fledical Center #3 and la ter  re fused  by t h e  f e d e r a l  government as non-conforming 
t o  t h e  main ob jec t ives .  The c i t y  i t s e l f  conceived i t  as part  of t he  Cu l tu ra l  
Center and t r i e d  unsuccessful ly  t o  have i t  funded with t h e  medical p ro j ec t .  
Besides the  expansion of the  e x i s t i n g  h o s p i t a l s ,  t h e p r o j e c t  d i d  provide 
f o r  l oca t ion  of the  Wayne S t a t e  Universi ty  medical campus, o f f i c e s ,  f a c i l i t i e s ,  
and housing f o r  low and middle income people through t h e  subsidized f e d e r a l  
programs (221d3, Rent supplement...).  
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ii) University City 
The second major institutional project was developed west  of Wayne 
State University* to allow its expansion. Called "University City", the 300 
acres studied by a GNRP in 1959-61 called for a four-phase expansion over the 
next 15 years. 
University City #1 of 62 acres was cleared in I963 and used for expansion 
of Wayne's campus athletic facilities. The project was  closed in 1970. 
University City V2 encompasses 120 acres, mainly for the expansion of 
Wayne State University. Initiated in 1964, the original plan called for the 
complete clearance of the site and consequent removal of the residents. 
Citizen actions and court injunctions slowed down the project which was re- 
designated to a conservation project in 1970. Currently negotiations are 
still going on, but little progress has been made and the area has deteriorated 
further since the section had been designated for urban renewal in 1959. 
The other three university projects?'\ designated at the same period, 
still have not been officially selected for federal assistance. 
Detroit has shown some concern for research activity in the margin of 
institutional and industrial projects. 
Jr The federal Housing Act of 1959 broadened the concept of urban renewal 
to include institutions of higher learning and allowed universities to 
expand into areas which were not necessarily slums. 
**By public notice, dated October 20, 1971, the Housing Commission announced 
. . , , will be a conservation area, not a clearance 
In making residents aware. . . the Detroit Housing Commission 
that "the Detroit Common Council declared in &ust 1970 that the University 
city projects 4 and 5, 
area. . . 
hope(s) to clear up any fears that might have discouraged people from 
fixing up their homes. I '  
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iii) 
1962 and planned for complete c l ea rance  as an i n d u s t r i a l  research complex. 
The area contained 513 dwell ing u n i t s ,  283 of which were r a t e d  substandard 
by t h e  Housing Commission. 483 were demolished. C i t i z e n  a c t i o n ,  absence of 
i n d u s t r i a l  o f f e r s  and r e s tudy  seem to  r edes igna te  t h e  area for r e s i d e n t i a l  
use i n  the  7 0 ' s .  
Research Park,  a 66 acre s i t e  near  Wayne S t a t e  Campus, was s e l e c t e d  i n  
c )  I n d u s t r i a l  Redevelopment 
i) West Side  I n d u s t r i a l  
The c i t y  d i d  i n i t i a t e  i n  1963, as an ex tens ion  of West Side  I n d u s t r i a l  
#l,  a c l ea rance  p r o j e c t  of  about 100 acres f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  purpose. 
funded, West Side  I n d u s t r i a l  #2 expands t o  the  southwest.  
Federally 
ii) Discontinued P r o j e c t s  
Two other i n d u s t r i a l  p r o j e c t s ,  of which Southwest I n d u s t r i a l  ( f e d e r a l l y  
a s s i s t e d )  and East S ide  I n d u s t r i a l  ( c i t y  funded) were dropped out i n  1967 
and 1968 because no longer conformed t o  the  new p r i o r i t i e s .  
iii) Port  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
A p i l o t  project f o r  t he  redevelopment of t he  r i v e r  f r o n t  was launched 
This  project ,  i n  1963 with a s i t e  of 14 acres c a l l e d  Port  R e h a b i l i t a t i o n .  
for port and wa te r - r e l a t ed  i n d u s t r i a l  development, has been, u n t i l  now, a 
failure, and proposed buyers have been r e l u c t a n t  t o  b u i l d  on t h e  s i te .  
iv) North I n d u s t r i a l  -
A 67 acre site:, North I n d u s t r i a l  is another  example of de lay .  Desig- 
nated as an i d e a l  site for i n d u s t r i a l  development f i f t e e n  yea r s  ago, t he  
r e s i d e n t s  were p u t  on notice i n  1965 t h a t  t h e  area was going t o  be c l ea red .  
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But after a s h i f t  in policy, the original plan was put aside by 1967. In- 
cluded in the first unsuccessful neighborhood development program (1969), 
the project was finislly approved in 1970 for execution. 
d) Commercial Redevelopment 
i) CBD 
In the continuation of the redevelopment of the CBD, a five-acre block, 
named Kern Block, known as CBD {IS, was chosen for urban renewal after 1959. 
Originally containing 11 commercial buildings, the redevelopment called for 
single action approach on the cleared site. Approved in 1964, nothing else 
has been done beyond the clearing, but agreement for redevelopment has been 
reached recently in 1971. 
ii) Wholesale Distribution Center 
Around Eastern Market, 40 acres have been cleared t o  create a modern 
food distribution c'enter, called Wholesale Distribution Center #l. It was 
approved in 1963, and started in 1965.  By 1966 the City of Detroit proposed 
an addition of 36 acres, north of Eastern Market, for the development of 
Wholesale Distribution Center #2.  
This project came at the time of shift in the national priorities. It 
has been subsequently deferred. 
e) Conservation 
In the late ~O'S, more than ever before, residential urban renewal be- 
came synonymous with rehabilitation and conservation. Many projects originally 
planned for clearance have been, under citizen pressure, revised or are going 
t o  be revised into conservation projects. However, there are some projects 
. 
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originally planned conservation to deal mainly with other types of blight 
areas, such as Virginia Park, Jefferson Chalmers or Longfellow. 
The projects combine both redevelopment and conservation techniques by 
replacing dilapidated houses and upgrading sounder elements of the neighbor- 
hood, 
which has to be kept or rehabilitated. 
This encompasses a vast area of about 2,000 acres, a major part of 
i )  
the early advance acquisition funding for the acquisition and demolition o f  
Twelfth Street. Originally a non=assisted conservation area, the neighborhood, 
after the riots of 1967, was selected for federal urban renewal funding before 
being converted into NDP by early 1971. 
Virginia Park, with 480 acres and a very long history, benefited from 
ii) 
delays and got the NDP financing early 1971, 
Jefferson Chalmers, with 765 acres, went through the same type of time 
Longfellow and Art Center are two new projects which may later be 
funded under NDP money. 
f) City Renewal Activity 
i) Redevelopment 
The c i t y  itself d i d  fund about five clearance projects - 0  3 residential, 
33 acres; 1 commercial, 2 acres; and.1 industrial, 27 acres. They were all 
approved by the Common Council in 1966 but were slow to start. 
ii) Non-Assisted Conservation 
In addition to this city-urban program, Detroit initiated ''a non- 
assisted conservation" program in 1962 which covered about 6,500 acres by 
9 conservation field offices.  An innovation in city government, its avswed 
purpose was rehabilitation of structures and stabilization of population. 
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A manager andl a c l e r k  suppl ied by the  De t ro i t  Housing Commission were 
t h e  only paid s t a f f  i n  t h e  f i e l d .  
service had t o  be charged t o  t h e  c i t y  departments supplying them. 
major func t ions  were t o  organize the  l eade r sh ip ,  de f ine  t h e  issues and achieve 
community organiza t ion  t o  p ro tec t  the  neighborhood, and prepare it  f o r  urban 
renewal . 
They had no opera t ing  budget, and a l l  
Their  
It is d i f f i c u l t  t o  eva luz te  t h i s  innovat ive program, bu t  some facts 
allow f u r t h e r  es t  itma t ion:  
Completely dependent upon the  Housing Commission but having no money 
and no personnel a t  a l l ,  t he  manager's only chance of success  was 8 high  
level p o l i t i c a l  backing t o  al low him t o  "short  c i r c u i t "  t he  bureaucra t ic  
process and t o  have th ings  done. With no def ined gu ide l ines  t h e  managers 
were also highly  respons ib le  f o r  c r e a t i n g  t h e i r  own programs, f o r  going 
through t h e  c i t y  adminis t ra t ion  and f o r  g e t t i n g  adequate necessary support ,  
Furthermore, many problems requested expensive improvements (street p a t t e r n ,  
parks,  e t c . )  and even f ede ra l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  for funding. 
These shortcomings i n  t h e  program may expla in  why it  d id  not  
surv ive  i n  t h a t  form i n  the  new adminis t ra t ion .  
as a mayor neighborhood se rv ices  cen te r ,  is an a t t e m p t  t o  give them more 
power by being a mayor's office. 
The program's new s t a t u s  
With more money and more personnel ,  thcy may be presented as a " l i t t l e  
city h a l l "  providing neighborhood se rv ices  and performing as an ombudsman. 
t 
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B. Listing of All Urban Renewal Activities - Federal and Local 
1. Legend and Explanation 
This listing of projects which covers all urban renewal activities, 
HUD and city funded, is the result of a personal research undertaken by the 
author and may differ in some aspects from other references, 
2. Listing 
a) Federal Urban Renewal Projects - Redevelopment and Conservation 
Reuse: The classification has been made by checking the last proposed 
land use for each project and by considering the more important category. * 
This may explain why some projects considered institutional are in fact: 
classified residential, e.g. ,  University City 2 or Medical Center 3 .  
Distinction has been made between residential after clearance -R- and 
residential with conservation action -Rc -. 
Acreage: The collection of this information was carefully made since 
The acreage comes from many variations and some errors had been recorded. 
the latest approved document available in the file of the Housing Commission. 
Federal Approval Dates - Planning: HUD approves the survey and planning 
application and reserves grant funds estimated t o  be sufficient for under- 
taking the project. 
Federal Approlval Dates - Execution: HUD approves application for loan 
and grant and allclcates loan and grant funds for undertaking of approved 
projects. 
Last Financial Information Available: This is the date of the source 
which is used in t:he Detroit cost  estimate of urban renewal projects. 
Furthermore, this gives an idea of the date o f  the last available information 
for those projects which extend through years. For example, Elmwood 1, 
c 
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approved f o r  execut ion  i n  1961 (Loan and Grant Appl ica t ion) ,  was analyzed 
wi th  t h e  o r i g i n a l  LG a p p l i c a t i o n  and t h e  20th r e v i s e d  budget of 1970. 
b) Other Federa l  Programs 
For t hese  o t h e r  ac t iv i t i e s  less information was a v a i l a b l e .  Only t h e  
a p p l i c a t i o n  year  is given ,  bu t  a11 t hese  p r o j e c t s  have been approved and 
are i n  execut ion  o r  are completed. 
Many p r o j e c t s  which were not  approved are n o t  mentioned at all here .  
An except ion  has  been made f o r  t h e  d iscont inued  urban renewal p r o j e c t s  
t h a t  t h e  au thor  had been a b l e  t o  come ac ross .  (See D) .  
c)  Ci ty  Programs 
This  s e c t i o n  concerns only  t h e  urban renewal a c t i o n  undertaken by t h e  
C i t y  of Detroit with  only l o c a l  funds.  
federal program except f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  r euse  where no d i s t i n c t i o n  (c learance  
The r euse  code is similar t o  t h e  
and conservation) was made. 
The conserva t ion  f i e l d  o f f i c e s  were approved from 1962 and onwards. 
The new s t a t u s  i n d i c a t e s  what they are as of today. The acreage is given 
for r e f e r e n c e  only.  It i s  t o  be considered as a " p o l i t i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n "  
for no a c t i o n  was taken on the phys ica l  s t ructure  def ined .  
d )  Discontinued P r o j e c t s  
Only t h e  urban renewal p r o j e c t s  (redevelopment under T i t l e  1 of the 
Housing A c t  of 1949) have been i d e n t i f i e d  dur ing  t h i s  survey. It i s  
be l ieved  t h a t  t h e  l i s t  is exhaustive of p r o j e c t s  which came i n t o  legal 
ex i s t ence ,  i . e . ,  f e d e r a l  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  Common Council  approval .  Thus, p r o j e c t s  
included i n  master p lan  s t u d i e s  or o t h e r  proposa ls  which d id  not  survive are 
not  considered as d iscont inued .  Many of these  p r o j e c t s  are, i n  fact ,  wai t ing  
for new o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  be f inanced.  
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tn88A# W A L  PBafEcTS AND OTHER URBAN PBafECTS 
D-IT 1949-1971 
Federal ADP a) -Federa$ Urban Renewal Projects 
- Rase* e 6 Name-of Project ID # Acreage Pan%, &ec. mation Availablex"* * roval Dates Last Financial Infor- 






















West Side  Industrial 
Mack Concord 
Central Business D. #l 
Central Business D. #3 
La f aye t t e 
Wyoming-Eight: MLle 
Medical Center #l 
Elmwood Park #l 
Medical Centcir #Z 
University City #I 
Elwood Park 1 2  
Wholesale Diert .  Center #I 
Research Park West 
Central Business D, #S 
Port Rehabi 11. tat  Lon 
West Side Industrial #2 
'Oniverstty Ctty #2 











































19S3 ' 5 7  
0-  


















Book closed -I 1964 
IIIrd Amad. - 212 1970 
Modified Plan 1963 
1st Amend. Budget 11, 1971 
IIIrd Amend. IG 1970 
IG 1962 +3udget 14, 1970 
Budget 13, 1971 
h n d  LG 1962 
LG 1961 + Budget 20, 1970 
1% 1967 + Budget 12, 
IG 1966 + Budget 13,1968 
I1: 1965 + Budget 11, 
IG 1964 + Budget 14 
II: 1969 + Budget 10, 






IG 1965 +Budget 10, 1971 
IG 1965 
IG 1967 . 
Revised m. 1967 









3rk roval Dates Last. P i m ; t a l .  Xnfot- 
m e  6 Name of Project ID # Acreage p h g .  exec. mation Avatlable .kxk 
Elmwood Park #3 R-123 188.9 1965 69 
Forest Park %I R-124 14.4 1965 68 
Forest Park 62 
Sheridan Place 
R-138 132.8 1969 
R-145 3.67 IS6 
Virginia Park R-149 479.7 1968 
Myrtle HmboIdt R-160 13.6 1966 
Wholesale Diet, Center #2 R-165 35.7 
Jefferson Chatnacrs R-168 765 
Pbdical Center #4 R-181 20.9 
In#l%fdlOW 8-203 670.2 
If? 1967 
1 s t  Amend. I& 1969 
IG 1971 
Rarised IG 1971 
Re-_ U, 1971 
Rewimd IG 1970 
SEA 1966 
Budget NDP 1971 
t& 1967 (with Med. 
SPA 1970 
Ctr. 3) 
Art Center R-205 39.4 1970 SPA 1970 
* Prinary Reuse B :- Residential, Rc - residential, f - industrial, CIComrmeXcia$ 
P fl  I W t i t u t L O M l  
in ~ c r e s  
Planning Application 
**IG = Loan & Grant Application; h n d  s Amendatory Application, SPA = Survey 6 
(1) As of June 1971, these two projects were changed Lata NDP areas. 
(2) These projects have been deferred and in a way refused by the federal govermmnt, 
federal policy speaks for a new application under NDP, mainly for the residential 
project. 6 
The 




2 - Other Programs' Authorized Under Title 1 of the Housing Act of 1949 as Amended 
Acreage Application 
Year ID # Name and Type of Project -
a Demolition Project (Housing Act of 1949, Sec. 116, as amended) 
Project #I M-1 (6) '8965 
b Code Enforcement (Iliousing Act of 1949, Sec. 117, as added by Housing Act of 1965) 
Fit zgerald Cammunity E-2 685 1966 
c Interh Assistance Program (Housing Act  of 1949, Sec. 118, 8s mended by Sec. 514, 
Housing Act of 1968) 
Project fl 1-1 (e) 17,500* 1969 
d Neighborhood Development Program (Housing Act of 1949, Sec. 131 & as added by 
HousZng Act of 1968, Sec, 501) 
Virginia Park A-4-2 





e Demonstration Projects (Housing Act of 1954, Sec. 314, as amended) 
81 Renewal and Revenue D-1 
3 unknown D-3 
4 unknown D-4 
2 Neighborhood Conservation D-2 
5 Urban Design Study(CPC) D-5 
f General Neighborhood Renewal Plans (Housing Act of 1956, amendment) 
Medical Center R-23 235.3 










8 Comaunity Renewal Program (Housing A c t  of 1959, Sec. 103d, as amended) 
CRP 91 R-7 1 1962 
CRP #2 R-166 1967 
e 
b) Other Federal Pro_grams 
%en Space Program (Housing Act of 1961, Sec. 702, as amended) 
Foreman Playground OSC 33 (C) 6.3 
Vernot Playground OSC 34 (G) 3.3 





*former Alfred Street playground 
33 
UU!! Blame 6 Tme of Protect 
Wen Smce Pronram. cont 'd 
Butzel Playground OSC 68 (DL) 
Nagel Playground OSC 99 (DL) 









Nekhborhood FacLlities Propram (Housing Act ofB65, Sec, 703) 
Butzel Family Center N-7  -4.0 1967 . 
gistorfcal Preservation (Dept. of Interior-Housing Act ofD&Titla VLI) 
Jones-Moross House HP-1 0.3 1967 










Program 1971 UB-25 1970 
Urban Mass Transportation Facilit ies (Urban Mass TransportatianAd: cf 1964) (HUD-DQT) 
Milwaukee Jc. Transit m 4  
f acigit 2es 
32 .O 1966 
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RedeveloDment Proiects 
C Lamed Bates 
R Ash Humboldt 
R Calumet 
R Selden Courts 
f Milwaukee Junction #1 














Tiger S tardim 
frvngfellw 
Jefferson Chalmrls 
Conservation F b l d  O f f  ices* 


























Mayor neighborhood services center 
I1 11 It It 
Conservation f ie  Id off ice, f Lrs t and 
last one 
Mayor neighborhood servlices center 
Under urban reneml application 
Under NDP a8 of June ' 71  
Under NDP as of June '71. 
* for these projecb dllfficult t o  define, the acreagegiven Qlee approximations 
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d) Diecontinued Projects 
Acreage 
Federal ProjeclE 
R Central Business D. #Z 23 
I Southwest Industrial 221 
City Project 
I East S i d e  Ixrdustrra'l 18 
$ Estimated 
Year End Gross Cost* 
1958 5,737,154 
. 1967 8,561,263 
1968 . 2 157,640 
* Grass Cost includes the estimated land proceeds. The federal grant is 
calculated on the net cost (in Detroit two thirds). 
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C. Description and History of the Other Federal Programs: Title I 
This history and description of redevelopment and conservation have 
been reported at  length. 
as they are either new legislative ways to carry out urban renewal or d9f- 
The other federal programs deserve some attention 





5 .  
6 .  
Neighborhood Development Program 
Code Enforcement 
Interim Ass i s  tance 
Community Renewal Programs 
Demo1 i t  ion 
Projects Which Have Been Dropped 
37 
1 . NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
Early History: NDP A-4-1 
A first program application was submitted by the beginning of 1969. 
A total grant of $16,706,001 was requested from the federal government to 
carry out rehabilitation activity in an area of about 15,000 acres, Model 
Ctty area being included. Three urban renewal projects were offered far 
conversion to the NDP: R-138, R-160, and R-119. 
The zctivities in consideration included real estate acquisition, 
property management, relocation, demolition, site improvement, land marketin; , 
and rehabilitation. The first year expenditures budget included expenditurc- 
for $14,742,119 and $1,010,700 of relocation payments and $750,000 of reha- 
bilitation grants. 
Action Year 
The financing plan recorded for 1969 
program expenditures $14,980,119 
non-cash local grants in 
aid* 7,427,648 
gross cost 22,452,767 
net cost 22,417,949 
program capital grant 14,945,301 
total federal grantJd 16,706,001 
TOTAL non-cash grants 9,O50,004 in aid* 
project improvements 1,659,301 









* Only $7,472,648 of non-cash local grants in aid are t o  be used in action 
year financing plan, 
**Includes a $1,010,700 relocstion grant and $750,000 rehabilitation grant. 
. . .  





As mentioned i n  t h e  above t a b l e ,  t he  estimate for t h e  second year: for  
the federal grant showed a program expendi ture  of $30,498,112. 
New Applicat ion:  NDP A-4-2 
After the f i r s t  unsuccessful  app l i ca t ion ,  a new double appl icat ion 
wag made early i n  1971 for two projects originally considered far tehrrbil i-  
tetion and conservation under T i t l e  1, 
A. Virg in ia  Park was s e l e c t e d  i n  1964 t o  have one of t he  c i t y -  
f i n a n d  nefgbhrolad conserwtion f i e l d  offices, o r i g i n a l l y  under t h e  
name of "KeLfer Fordt1. 
tion for wnservatioq was submitted t o  t he  fedems1 eovlemment and the 
In  1966, with support  of t he  community, an applica- 
survey and pia- appyCatixlrtlm approved. But no execut ion followed. 
Under t h e  "Advance Acquisition of I,a& mogamn,U -&ion ?M, Housing Act 
of 1965 as amended, t h e  Ci ty  s t a r t e d  in August 1969 a $5.5 m i U i c m  -am 
of a c q u i s i t i o n  and cleerance in Tuetfth S t r e e t .  The federal ehare was two 
t h i r d s  of t h e  cost  p l u s  $695,155 for r e l a c a t i o n ,  
fo r  t h e  whole pro jec t  totaled about $40.5 mil l ion ,  with one- th i rd  f o r  t he  
city, ( L e . #  $13.2 mil l ion )  and two-thirds  p lus  t h e  relocation and rehabil- 
itation grants for t he  f e d e r a l  government (i.e., $26.4 m i l l i o n  p lus  $3.0 
m i l  1 ion).  
The r4aai_niatgaxpenditures 
In March 1971 an application f o r  NDP was sent t o  HUD so t h a t  funds 
would be immediately ava i l ab le .  
the year .  
The funds were approved i n  the middle of 
B. Jefferson-Chalmers,  l i k e  Vi rg in i a  Park, had a non-assis ted conser- 
vation f i e l d  officle s ince  1962 which provided community residents with a 
v a r i e t y  of se rv ices .  A f i r s t  estimation of t h e  cost  of the  conservation 
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project sent for review for SP application showed a total of $16 million 
of which $10.7 rni1:Lion would be received as a federal capital grant. 
Before any action from HUD on the SP application could be taken, a 
new application to change the conservation project (along with Virginia 
Park) to an NDP project was submitted and approved by June 1971. 
The annual gross cost of $2,550,000 is  
grants to the amount of $825,000 and by the 
of $350,000 for rehabilitation grant and $2 
supported by non-cash local. 
federal government to the acnounts 
million for capital grant. 
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2. CODE ENPORCEMENT 
This program t s  t o  help comnunities restore s t a b i l i t y  of neighborhoods 
1 
and prevent blight by programs of three-year concentrated code enforcement and 
the provision of adequate supporting facilities sewices. A federal. grant of 
two-thirds of prograrn cost was provided in 1966 io upgrade the Fitzgerald commmfty, 
This area urus built under the provisions of the c i t y  building code, but had 
deteriorated to a degree calling for a systematic approach for bringing 
it up t o  standard 
About 4195 dwelling units were on the 685 acres of Fitzgerald, o f  these, 
2052 dwellfng units ln 1600 structures were 'in code violation. 
t~tructures, about 1856 dwelling units were repaired t o  bring the properties up 
to standard. Around 530 owners used the lome aud grants provided by the program 
t o  upgrade their structures. 
Out of 1450 
* 
. .  
The Housing A c t  of 1965 contains Section 115 whtch provides for a grant 
of up t o  $3,500 t o  ~cw-€ncome owners of one or twounit buildings; and also 
section 312 which prcwides for a three percent rehabilitation loan from 
federal sources to help owners improve their buildings.  Eventually, an m e r  
may be eligible for both. 
For all eligible owners relocation costs 
used in Fitzgerald .project since there had been 




Such costs were not 
in t h i s  case. The 
and the federal 
l 
grant was $1,391,252,, Additional money of $68,000, provided by the tederal 
. 
assistance for re1ocatlon;was never used; around $829,000 went t o  private owners 2 6 :  
rehabilitatton grants. The project's starting date was July 1966,. .Federal 
participation ended i.n February, 1970. The improvements made in thQ area seemed 
significant and have brought down the percentage of deficiency, 
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However, it appears that for political reason and competition between 
other types of projects, the City has renounced any plans to follow $ h i l a r  
actions i n  the future, and expressed a preference for requesting federal 
money for urban renewal and new construction. Today, the continuation of 
the program at the federal level is uncertain due to  a revieton of policy 
and 8 lack of adequate funds. 
Project E-2 Pitzgerald Community 685 Acres, Federal 
Approval 0 July 1966 until February 1970 
Total Number of Structures 
Residential 
'Number of Dwelling Units 
Total Inspected Dwelling Units 
:Pound in Code Violation 
Brought into Compliance 
Number of 115 Grants 
Dollar Amount 
Number of 312 loans 
Dollar Amount 829,000 





The Interim Aseistsmce Program w88 initiated on July 1969 with 8 grant from 
federal govertmeat covering two-thtrds of the c o s t ,  one-third being provided 
by the City. The three-year maximum total grant allocated for the fitst program, 
started in 1969 and extended for one year, was $3,292,547, with $2,195,031 provtded 
w 
by the federal share, 
The funds were used to provide inmediate relief t o  an area* of about 17,500 
acres through activities such as : program inspec tion, public repairs axtd 
improvements , comprehensive clean - up rodent control, and building of temporary 
playgrounds. Wny enviromentd deficiencfes were recognized in thLs armo Surveys 
showed that the property maintenance was poor with scattered abandoned automobiled, 
there was a signif€cant deficiency in public util it ies such as lighting, or f a c i l i t h ;  
such as recreattonal open space. 
I 
The total  expenditure which occurred in the first two years on the EXrst 
amended grant led the Comarunity Renew& Program, which admfnisters the Interim 
Assistance Program, to  make a new request for find8 from the federal government to 
supplement the unexpended balance, 
t o  the application being refuaed, 
The lack of federal fund8 w i l l  probably lead 
I h a  mexp'ded bUaace w5I.L ~bte .- w53.L b* used 
in the ya&xri &z. the 'approach OS the end of the thtee-ye? IQnit, the 
have t o  be returned. 
* The area was defined by the original 15,600 acres of the MIP app1icat;i.m A-4 of 
1969 plus a contiguous 4,7 aquare m i l e  section with similar conditfans.1 These 
17,500 acres 60 not encompass exfsting urban renewal prpjeets, as requested by 
federal law. 'Indeed Bectfon 118, Housing Act of 1968, provides grants to carry out 
program t o  arllevjlrte hsrrmfu1 conditions Sn areas where major reasolppl Le planned in 
near future but which ne# imtnediate public action. . . 
* 




1 s t  Yr. 2nd Yr. TOTAL - -
Regular Program Cost 1 , 109,075 2,1a3,472 3,292,567 
Federal Share 739,303 1,455,648 2 , 195,031 
City Share 369,692 m , a ~  1,097 , 516 
F.ebe-1 Relocation Grant 45,000 4s , 000 
Total Federal Grant 739,383 1,)00,648 2,240,031 
A L & c c l u m w ~ w ~  
Ad jus ted 
Hud Adjusted Author- 
Administration 
Program Inspection 1,707 6,531 13 , 238 13 , 238 13 , 238 
PublLc Repairs and 
Comprehensive Clean-up 582,343 1,035,829 1,618,172 1,674,404 
Rodent Control 
Improvements 158,832 498 , 234 657,666 512,692 364 $860 
148,097 311,138 459 235 938 , 328 938,328 
Temporary Playgrounds 60,000 60,000 59,911 60,000 
Cant fngencies 143,787 286,a97 430 , 684 40,526 179,343 





I .  0. *Program inspestion 
1. drStreet Works 
Parks and Play-Lots 
w o u s  Buildings 
2. *Alley Clean-up 
Abandoned Cars 
Concrete & s q w l e s  
Garbage Racks 





















TOTAL 7. of  Unexpended 




418 , 950 39 30,284 
571,111 25 2,889 
608,828 31 a4 , 964 
219,634 28 122,687 
111,672 42 390,467 
684 j 254 34 254,074 
179,343 
38 504 33 13,648 
TOTAL LQ35,207 1,179,670 2,214,877 - 34 1,077,670 
The unexpended balance, with funds reallocated between the dtfferent 
items, represents approximately the expected budset for the third year of 
the program. 
The interim assistance encompasses about 3,240 blocks. This program is 
made of many different actions, involving departmeats and agencies of the City, 
such as Department of Public Works, Department of Buildings and Safety Engineer- 
ing, Police Department, . * and students. The cfty is free to reallocate the 
authorized funds to broad sections such as: 
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Public repairis and improvements costs  
Comprehensive clean-up campaign costs 
Rodent control1 and extermination costs 
This flexibility within the c i t y  seem highly beneficial when we con- 
sider past changes which allowed some progress in areas where money wa8 
used versus cases then the program could not start. The d i f f i cu l ty  of the 
c i t y  t o  use the funds is bound to the economic conditions which prevent 
the c i t y  from hiring new personnel for short periods of time, as in fact the 
share of the cost borne by the city is hours of personnel already couunitted, 




4 .  COMMUNITY RENEt?AL PROGRAMS 
Two projects were federally financed in the city of Detroit under the 
provisions of Section l03(d) of the Housing Act of 1949, as added by the 
Housing Act of 19%) and as amended. 
the program cost. 
The federal grant covers two thirds of 
A.  The first program federally initiated in November 1962 was complete? 
in August, 1966. 
Detroit, The New CiQ 
tices, to collect data, and make background studies; some action programs 
were developed and initiated, including an anti-poverty program. 
The four-year effort is summarized in a report entitled 
The main task has been to investigate existtng prac- 
B. Thesewndprogram started in July 1967 with a budget of $2,435,328 
and a federal share of $1,091,095. Originally started with a special study 
of Detroit's Central Business District, the second CRP took a different 
approach than the first QIP. 
project monitoring, resource monitoring and planning-programing-budgeting. 
The city-wide PPBS study was an amendment to the second CRP-application 
in February, 1969, federal agreement in July 1970. The last approval of HUT; 
concerned 8 total cost of $3,517,993 assisted by the federal share of 
$2,345,329.  Following this approved budget number 7 of March 1970, a 
seventh amendatory application Budget 8 has been sent to HUD for approval 
of an adjustment of f $3,332,417. This increase, $2,450,137 of federal 
money, seems more than unlikely. 
Emphasis was put on an urban management  appro^' 
The supplemental work includes etudies and analyses such as systems 
study of inspection process, data systems, economic basis for renewal, 
management services. 
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The Mayor's Committee for Cornunity Renewal was set up in 1962 to 
carry the first community renewal program. The 1962 application was ex- 
pended in 1965, and the total cost was $1,660,495 by August 1966 as it ap- 
















The distincdon beLween program and agency becomes 
second program R-166. Indeed, since 1967 the Cormittee 
d 




fficult with the 
carried the three- 
year community renewal program, including the 1968 and 1969 suuxner youth 
opportunity programs, some planning phases of the Model Cities Program, and 
a city-wide PPBS. It carries also three U.S .  Department of Transportation 
grants for the Emergency Medical Services Demonstration projects, the urban 
mass transportation demonstration project, and a summer youth transportation 
project . 
The three-year Community Renewal Program budget as amended through 
Ifarch, 1970 is as follows: 
July, 1967 
Approved 
Second CRP R166 Budget #l 
Federal Grant Applied For 1,485,562 
Non-Federal Funds Available 742,781 
Total Estimated Cost 2,228,343 
June, 1968 March, 197C 
Approved Approved 




(Source: H6400/CR lol/CR 101, HUD Application) 
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The authorized expenditures, by projec ts :  
Community Renewal Study 
Summer Youth Opportunity Programs 
Nodel City Program 
PPB System 
Total HUD CRP Grant 
Emergency i4edical Services 
Demonstration Pro jec t  
Urban Hass Transportation 
Demonstration :Project 
Summer Youth Transportation Project 
Total Dept. of Transportation - (D.O.T.) 
Grants 
Total  Authorizations 
Federal S h u e  
1,485,562 
120,000 









2 , 228,343 










In summer 1970, the summer youth program was given an additional $76,330, 
supported by a federal grant  of $54,060; t h i s  brought the CRP budget t o  t he  
following level: 
Second CRP -- Total Authorized Expenditures as of December, 1970 
Federal Share Local Share Total 
CRP Studies 2,225,328 1,112,665 3,337,993 
Youth Programs 174,060 82,270 256 , 330 
D.O.T. Grant 441,222 IS, 889 457,111 
To tal  Author izint ions 2,840, G 10 1,210,824 4,051,434 
With var i a t ions ,  the federal share is 2/3 for the HUD grant - CRP studies, 
or  youth programs 0'- andclose  t o  95% f o r  the  D.O.T. grant.  
share is about 30% of the  t o t a l  authorizations.  
The overall local 
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3. DEMOLITION 
The demolition program was f e d e r a l l y  init iated by the Housing Act of 
1965 on the basis of a federal grant covering 2/3 of the net  cost  and eventually 
100 percent of the relocation grants. 
Detroit got the f i r s t  program i n  November, 1965. Project 14-1 was 
federal ly  funded by a grant of $2,012,510, 56 percent of which has been 
disbursed. The record of demolitions was: 988 structures i n  November 1967, 
1,320 i n  November 1.968, 1,420 i n  August 1969. 
remove 2,000 dangerous bui ld ings ,  but funds were cut  off after four extensions 
and only 1,800 bui ld ings  had been torn down. 
The program was designed to 
A new app1icat:ion was f i led by Detroit i n  1970 for $1.3 mi l l i on  to tear 
down more than 1,000 dangerous buildings during the next two years.  The 
federal money would1 be matched by $675,000 i n  loca l  funds. However, HUX) 
has been reluctant to approve i t  after the past  experience with the local 
capacity and wi l l ingness  t o  meet contributions.  
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6 .  PROJECTS WHICH HAVE BEEN DROPPED 
East Side Industrial - City Project - 18 Acres 
Gross Cost (estimated) $2,157,640 
Net Cost (estimated) $1,473,750 
Reuse for industrial  purpose. 
P r o j e c t  ki l led  by resolution of Common Council, Nrch 19, 1968. 
Southwest Industrial - Federal Project - 221 Acres 
Application in 1966 - Reuse for industrial purpose, 
Project withdrawn i n  1967 after a sh i f t  i n  priorities toward housing 
producing projects by the federal government, 
Original gross cost  of the project - $8,561,263 - Federal Grant - $5,707,509. 
Central Business District 02  - Federal Project  - R-4 - 23 Acres 
SP Application in 1955; L.G. Application submitted i n  I958 and deferred 
by HUD. 
Or Iginal Gross Cost $3,737,154 
Net Cos t $5,279,775 
Reuse for Residential Purpose (Apartments). 
